There is growing interest in how, when and where neighbourhoods affect individual behaviours and outcomes. In Britain, falling levels of owner-occupation and the growth of ethnic minority populations have sparked a debate about how neighbourhood characteristics and neighbourhood change intersect with the decision to move. In this paper we investigate how mobility preferences vary with neighbourhood characteristics and neighbourhood change. We use multilevel logistic regression models to test whether this is configured by personal attributes or attachment to one's neighbourhood and perceived similarity to one's neighbours. The results show that neighbourhood deprivation, changes in neighbourhood ethnic composition and changes in tenure mix are associated with preferring to move. Importantly, we show that a feeling of belonging to the neighbourhood or feeling similar to others in the neighbourhood significantly reduces the desire to move.
Introduction
Over the last decade immigration, growing ethnic diversity and the declining homeownership rate have sparked debates about how residential mobility and patterns of neighbourhood change are reshaping British communities and altering the cohesion of British society. Although residential mobility is a critical factor in neighbourhood change, the extent to which neighbourhoods shape moving decisions is less well understood. Exactly how the neighbourhood plays a role in moving decisions is also unclear, partly because studies have tended to unpack this process in two distinct ways. One literature analyses neighbourhood satisfaction and preferences for particular configurations of neighbourhood characteristics using surveys and stated preference experiments (Clark, 2002; Hipp, 2009; Parkes et al., 2002) . In contrast, a largely separate body of work examines moving behaviour in order to assess why residential mobility produces neighbourhoods containing concentrations of poverty and ethnic minorities (Clark et al., 2014; Crowder et al., 2012; South et al., 2011) .
While these approaches have yielded insights they also have drawbacks. Hypothetic preferences may prove a poor guide to residential outcomes if people have no desire or intention to actually move. Similarly, examining moving behaviour to gain insights about preferences overlooks those people who want to move but who do not go on to do so (Coulter, 2013) . Linking knowledge of stated preferences to evidence about actual moving behaviour thus requires a deeper understanding of how moving desires vary across neighbourhoods (van Ham and Feijten, 2008) . Desiring to move is widely regarded to be the first 'step' in the process of volitional mobility decisionmaking (Coulter et al., 2011; Speare et al., 1975) . Following Schelling (1971) , van Ham and Feijten (2008) suggest that the links between neighbourhood factors and moving desires seem to be mediated by individual attributes, and in particular whether or not individuals differ from the local population.
Although previous work has enhanced our understanding of the preferences underpinning residential sorting, less is known about how different aspects of neighbourhood change are linked to mobility decisions. Work by Feijten and van Ham (2008, 2009 ) highlights how moving preferences are shaped by the changing ethnic and tenure composition of neighbourhoods. Classic mobility theories suggest that these patterns may be mediated or further influenced by socio-economic factors and how people perceive their 'place' in the neighbourhood. People who feel that they belong to their neighbourhood are likely to have greater functional attachment and emotional bonds to their locality, making them less likely to want to leave (Livingston et al., 2010) . Furthermore, ideas of 'homophily' suggest that people prefer neighbours like themselves, perhaps in part because some studies suggest that living in diverse neighbourhoods is associated with lower social capital and community cohesion (see Finney and Jivraj, 2013 for discussion).
These ideas have influenced British policymakers, who have long expressed concern that community attachment and cohesion can be adversely affected by neighbourhood ethnic change or an influx of poor households (Finney and Jivraj, 2013; Robson et al., 2008) . These processes are thought to stimulate selective outward mobility and thus accelerate neighbourhood change, as encapsulated in debates about 'White Flight' (Kaufmann and Harris, 2013) and neighbourhood 'churn' in deprived communities (Robson et al., 2008) . Testing the extent to which feelings of belonging and similarity mediate the relationships between individual attributes, neighbourhood characteristics and moving desires can thus provide important evidence about the mechanisms through which changes in neighbourhoods influence mobility decisions. This paper aims to disentangle how individual attributes, the changing characteristics of neighbourhoods and feelings of neighbourhood belonging and similarity are associated with moving desires in England and Wales. We start by asking how different types of neighbourhood change are linked to moving desires, before testing whether these patterns are affected by individual attributes. We conclude by examining how preferences for residential mobility vary with perceptions of belonging to neighbourhoods and feeling similar to neighbours.
Theory and previous research

Neighbourhoods and residential mobility
Decades of research have demonstrated that people move in order to adjust their housing consumption to meet their changing needs and preferences (Clark and Dieleman, 1996) . These new demands often arise as a result of life course events, for example when transitions in household structure alter space requirements and create new dwelling or tenure preferences (Rossi 1955) . Ronald's (2008) work shows that these preferences are not formed in a contextual vacuum as they are strongly shaped by social norms, ideologies and political interventions prioritising homeownership. Residential preferences are also highly relational as they are configured by biographical experience and the 'linked lives' of family members and friends. Many studies show that residential moves are influenced by the geography of kinship and social networks (Belot and Ermisch, 2009) , as well as prior residential locations and experiences (Feijten et al., 2008) .
Classic theories of residential mobility posit that a mismatch between desired and actual housing consumption creates residential disequilibrium. This generates dissatisfaction and stimulates the expression of a desire to move to a more suitable dwelling (Clark and Dieleman, 1996; Speare et al., 1975) . This desire may, in time, be followed by a more concrete moving intention, plan or expectation (Coulter et al., 2011) . Although many studies concentrate on the housing dimension of residential disequilibrium, Rossi (1955) argued that changing locational preferences brought about by life events or exogenous neighbourhood change can also stimulate residential stress, dissatisfaction and moving decisions. Moves are therefore about adjusting and improving neighbourhood attributes as well as one's housing conditions and proximity to family members and friends (Kearns and Parkes, 2003; Mulder, 2007) . Feijten and van Ham (2009) note that although substantial work has examined how neighbourhoods influence housing satisfaction (Hipp, 2009; Parkes et al., 2002) , there is little consensus about how they affect residential mobility decisions. On the one hand Rabe and Taylor (2010) show that perceived and actual neighbourhood quality significantly influences moving decisions. Insights from studies of neighbourhood sorting suggest that a range of physical attributes (such as safety, service quality, cleanliness and access to green space), as well as neighbourhood reputation, are important factors in moving decisions (Hedman and van Ham, 2012; Permentier et al., 2009 ). On the other hand, studies by Clark and Huang (2004) and Clark and Ledwith (2007) found only modest associations between (dis)liking the neighbourhood and residential mobility.
There are several possible explanations for these divergent findings. Livingston et al. (2010) caution that quantitative studies often struggle to capture information about important 'experiential' variables such as housing history, neighbourhood evaluations or neighbourhood aspirations. Similarly, the geography of family or social networks may affect moving decisions in ways that cannot be easily observed (Mulder, 2007) . The selectivity of movers further hinders attempts to uncover how neighbourhoods shape residential mobility. Many people who want to move do not go on to do so as they are restricted by micro-level factors (such as income) or constrained by structural conditions (for example housing availability) (Coulter, 2013) . Indeed, the selective realisation of moving desires potentially explains why recent reviews highlight the lack of a simple connection between neighbourhood characteristics and mobility behaviour (van Ham et al., 2012; 2013) . Van Ham and Manley (2012) suggest that this means that greater attention needs to be devoted to analysing people's preferences for moving between different types of neighbourhood.
Understanding how neighbourhoods shape moving decisions is complicated still further by the spatiality of housing markets. The standard neo-classical framework is still foremost in discussions of housing markets and the roles of consumption and credit markets (Maclennan, 2012) . This model emphasises that households enter the housing market as renters and make utility maximising moves into homeownership as they accumulate resources. Although behavioural perspectives highlight the importance of 'less-rational' thinking and the contextualisation of economic decisions (Gibb, 2012; Smith, 2011) , scholars agree that preferences for residential mobility are shaped by the interaction between the economic context, housing policies and the relative costs and attractiveness of owning and renting in particular places (Gibb, 2012) . Neighbourhoods play a crucial role in this process as changes in the demographic or physical fabric of areas are bound up with economic processes such as gentrification or neighbourhood decline in ways that are often difficult to disentangle (see Glaeser et al., 2001; 2006.) .
Neighbourhood change and moving desires
Important work by van Ham and Feijten (2008) together with stated preference experiments (Clark, 2002) suggest that preferences for residential mobility are shaped by the changing population composition of neighbourhoods. Studies of residential sorting demonstrate that different socio-economic groups tend to move between particular types of neighbourhood (Bailey and Livingston, 2008; Bailey, 2012; Crowder et al., 2012; Norman et al., 2005; Quillian, 2003; South et al., 2005) . Within this literature there has been a particular focus on disadvantaged neighbourhoods where levels of satisfaction tend to be lower (Parkes et al., 2002) . Feijten and van Ham (2009) posit that people tend to avoid living in these areas as they are perceived to have a poorer reputation, more problems with crime, a lower quality built environment and less adherence to mainstream values and norms (for example regarding work or family formation). These concerns are likely to be particularly influential for more affluent individuals who have greater freedom to choose where to live.
Housing tenure mix may also shape residential mobility decisions by affecting how people perceive neighbourhoods. US research argues that people eschew places with a high proportion of renters because renting is thought to be associated with greater population turnover and fewer of the physical and social investments (for example in building maintenance or community ties) that make neighbourhoods desirable places to live (Coulson et al., 2003; DiPasquale and Glaeser, 1999; Hipp, 2009) . Renters tend also to have fewer resources than owners and thus a high proportion of renters in a neighbourhood may act as a proxy for low socio-economic status. Taken together these mechanisms suggest that people may be particularly likely to want to leave neighbourhoods where owner-occupation is rare or becoming less common.
A large literature has established that residential mobility is configured by the changing ethnic composition of neighbourhoods (Crowder et al., 2012) . Although some diverse and gentrifying areas attract movers (for example Inner London), in general it is thought that people tend to seek to leave neighbourhoods with a high proportion of ethnic minorities (van Ham and Feijten, 2008) . There are a number of reasons why this might be the case. On the one hand, discrimination and ideas of White Flight suggest that some people may view ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods and places experiencing an influx of minorities to be undesirable places to live (Kaufmann and Harris, 2013) . On the other, the racial proxy hypothesis posits that minorities' weaker economic position means that they are channelled into less desirable neighbourhoods with poorer services and a lower quality built environment (van Ham and Feijten, 2008) . A growing concentration of minorities in a neighbourhood could therefore generate residential stress and dissatisfaction by signalling socio-economic decline and growing social disorganisation (Feijten and van Ham, 2009) . If the racial proxy hypothesis is correct then there will not be any significant associations between ethnic change and moving desires after controlling for socio-economic deprivation.
Taken together these points lead to our first hypothesis:
H1: The likelihood of desiring to move is greater in neighbourhoods with (a) an increasing proportion of ethnic minorities and (b) an increasing proportion of renters.
Our understanding of neighbourhood sorting was significantly advanced by Schelling's (1971) theory that moving behaviour is shaped by the interaction between individual attributes and neighbourhood characteristics. Schelling's work and extensions by Clark (1991) , Ihlanfeldt and Scafidi (2002) and Clark and Fossett (2008) showed that minor group differences in preferences regarding the ethnic composition of neighbourhoods can have large aggregate effects. An important component of Schelling's model is that people for the most part do not want to be a minority in their neighbourhood. This means that people may be particularly likely to want to leave neighbourhoods where they differ from the flow of incomers (Feijten and van Ham, 2009 ).
There are various reasons to expect the associations between neighbourhood change and preferences for residential mobility to be mediated by individual attributes. Public debates about White Flight and ethnic segregation suggest that whites will be more likely than ethnic minorities to want to leave neighbourhoods with an increasing concentration of minorities because people prefer to live with individuals from a similar ethnic background (Finney and Simpson, 2009; Kaufmann and Harris, 2013) . Although this is often interpreted negatively as a preference for segregation and 'parallel lives', ethnic clustering can also improve ethnic minorities' access to specialised services and cultural facilities whilst fostering a shared sense of community (Peach, 1996) . Tenure change may also have different implications for homeowners and renters. Homeowners are particularly likely to value neighbourhoods with a high proportion of owners if renting negatively affects housing values by increasing population churn and social disorganisation, reducing community cohesion and lowering the quality of the built environment (DiPasquale and Glaser, 1999) . This means that homeowners will be more likely than renters to want to leave areas where renting is becoming more common. By contrast, evidence that people tend to move to more advantaged neighbourhoods suggests that preferences for clustering may not apply in the same way to socio-economic status (Clark et al., 2014) .
The above discussion suggests a second set of hypotheses:
H2a: Ethnic minorities will be less likely than whites to desire to leave neighbourhoods with an increasing proportion of ethnic minorities. H2b: Renters will be less likely than owner-occupiers to desire to leave neighbourhoods with an increasing proportion of renters.
Despite the proliferation of neighbourhood effects research few quantitative studies have examined how subjective place attachments and perceived similarity to neighbours may affect moving decisions and perhaps mediate or moderate the influence of neighbourhood change. Broadly speaking, people who feel that they belong to their neighbourhood are likely to be more emotionally and functionally attached to it, more satisfied and thus less likely to want to leave (Livingston et al., 2010) . The residential stability and community cohesion that high levels of place attachment are thought to foster explains why British policymakers are interested in understanding who feels that they 'belong' to diverse and dynamic neighbourhoods (Finney and Jivraj, 2013) .
Social capital theories and ideas of homophily suggest that successful and desirable neighbourhoods are characterised by strong ties, common values, collective identities and high levels of participation in community/neighbourhood programs (Coleman, 1988) . Notions of social disorganisation suggest that these features may be least prevalent when people feel that they have little in common with their neighbours, perhaps due to high population turnover or ethnic diversity. Although successful neighbourhoods are about more than social capital and methods of social interaction are rapidly changing (Forrest, 2012) , in general we can expect people who feel that they have more in common with their neighbours to be less likely to want to move.
These points suggest a final hypothesis:
H3: Individuals who feel that they belong to the neighbourhood or are similar to their neighbours have a lower likelihood of desiring to move than those who do not report belonging to the neighbourhood or feeling similar to their neighbours.
Data and Methods
Survey data
This study used data from the United Kingdom Household Longitudinal Study (UKHLS). UKHLS began in 2009 when a nationally representative sample of 50,000 adults from 30,000 households completed wide-ranging face-to-face interviews between January 2009 and December 2010 (Buck and McFall, 2012) . In addition to the general population sample UKHLS includes an 'Ethnic Minority Boost' designed to oversample ethnic minorities (McFall, 2013) . Although UKHLS is a panel survey, in this study we draw only on data gathered in the first wave. This is because all first wave interviews were conducted during the period for which we can measure neighbourhood change.
We began by extracting data from all adults completing full interviews in England and Wales. One respondent was then randomly selected from each household, with priority assigned to the main household decision-makers. These were defined as the owners/renters of the dwelling and their partners. Selecting one person per household enables us to concentrate on the relationship between neighbourhood characteristics and moving desires without assuming that individuals are independent within households (Coulter et al., 2012; Steele et al., 2013) 1 . A handful of cases (1.9%) with missing data on key variables were then discarded to leave 25845 respondents.
The dependent variable was taken from the answer to the question: If you could choose, would you stay here in your present home or would you prefer to move somewhere else? Although this question does not explicitly ask whether respondents would like to change neighbourhoods, it does guide people to report their moving preferences regardless of whether or not they perceive these to be feasible (Buck, 2000) . This allows us to pick up those individuals who want to move but who feel unable to do so due to micro-level restrictions (for example inadequate income or caring duties) or broader constraints (such as the availability or cost of alternative housing). In line with previous work 'don't know' responses (0.7% of cases) were treated as indicating no moving desire (Coulter et al., 2011 ).
Answers to a confidential self-completion extension questionnaire were then used to define two perceptual variables. We coded dummy indicators of 'belonging' and 'similarity' to identify respondents who (strongly) agreed with the statements I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood and I like to think of myself as similar to the people who live in this neighbourhood. Although the self-completion questionnaire was delivered to all respondents, Lynn et al. (2012) show that around 15% failed to return it. We therefore designated the 20728 respondents who did complete these questions to be the 'analytic sample' used for all modelling work.
Using previous literature we identified a range of personal and dwelling attributes likely to be associated with moving desires (Buck, 2000; Coulter et al., 2011) . Definitions and summary statistics for these variables are presented in Table 1 . To check whether the analytic sample are a selective subset of all respondents Table 1 compares their attributes (columns four and five) with those of all wave one respondents (columns two and three). The analytic sample appears to be broadly representative although there is a minor underrepresentation of singles, individuals in poor health, people with no qualifications, ethnic minorities, renters and people living in flats. Although some of these groups are known to be particularly prone (not) to move (for example private renters tend to be highly mobile), the level of underrepresentation is so slight it is unlikely to severely bias the results (see the Methods subsection for further discussion of selectivity). Before running the analyses all continuous predictors in Table 1 were centred on their grand means. *** Table 1 about here ***
Neighbourhood information
To derive neighbourhood variables we attached micro-geographic identifiers to UKHLS records. Although it is well-known that neighbourhoods are not objective entities and that the scale at which they are defined can affect results (van Ham and Manley, 2012), we defined neighbourhoods pragmatically as 2011 census Lower Layer Super Output Areas (LSOAs). LSOAs are aggregations of output areas designed to contain an average of 1500 individuals and 600 households in an area that is relatively socially homogenous and bounded by meaningful borders such as roads or railways (ONS, 2012).
We use LSOAs for two reasons. First, LSOAs are the finest granular scale at which 2011 census geographic identifiers can be merged on to UKHLS. Second, LSOAs were designed to be consistent through time and 96.5% had identical boundaries at the 2001 and 2011 censuses. Where boundary changes have taken place these typically consist of merges and splits which were resolved by aggregating LSOAs before computing neighbourhood attributes (ONS, 2012). We do not use UKHLS data from Scotland and Northern Ireland as the available census geography is inconsistent with LSOAs.
Neighbourhood characteristics were defined using data from the 2011 census, while neighbourhood changes were defined as the percentage point change occurring between the 2001 and 2011 censuses. As all UKHLS interviews were conducted in 2009-2010 these measures should capture the conditions experienced by respondents. We defined three types of neighbourhood characteristic: the percentage of ethnic minorities, the percentage of renter households and the level of neighbourhood deprivation. As white immigration has been marked and politically potent since 2001 we defined ethnic minorities as all ethnic groups excepting White Britons. We do not disaggregate the proportion of specific minority groups in each neighbourhood as many LSOAs contain few minorities and this makes it difficult to fit and interpret complex cross-level interaction effects. Although we therefore cannot disaggregate how different minority groups experience and respond differently to neighbourhood change, our focus on White Britons is important as the preferences of the majority group strongly affect aggregate patterns of residential mobility (Kaufmann and Harris, 2013).
Neighbourhood deprivation was defined using the Carstairs Index. This uses 2011 census data on the proportion of overcrowded households, persons of low social class, households without car access and the male unemployment rate to classify LSOAs (Norman et al., 2005) . Each of these input variables is first standardised in relation to national levels using z-scores. The four unweighted scores are then summed for each LSOA to yield an index where 0 corresponds to the national average and higher (lower) scores indicate more (less) deprived LSOAs (Norman et al., 2005) . By controlling for Carstairs score in 2011 we are thus able to capture the effects of some of the economic dimensions of neighbourhoods that may be correlated with the demographic or tenure changes specified in the hypotheses. We do not control for 2001-2011 change in deprivation because Carstairs score is a relative measure of neighbourhood characteristics which could be affected by processes and changes external to the LSOA. Full definitions and summary statistics for all neighbourhood variables are presented in Table 2 . The table shows that analytic sample members live in very similar types of neighbourhood to the full sample of respondents. *** Table 2 about here ***
Methods
We estimated a series of random intercept logistic regression models where the dependent variable is desiring to move and respondents are nested in neighbourhoods (Snijders and Bosker, 2012) . Given the low number of individuals nested within each LSOA (mean 1.8) we assumed that the effects of the independent variables are consistent across neighbourhoods. The fixed part of the models contain personal, dwelling and neighbourhood attributes as well as measures of neighbourhood change and cross-level interactions between individual attributes and neighbourhood variables. The random part contains a parameter allowing the intercept to vary randomly across neighbourhoods (van Ham and Feijten, 2008 for further exposition). This framework allows us to estimate the proportion of residual variation in moving desires located at the neighbourhood level. All models were estimated in Stata 13.1 using adaptive quadrature methods. Although we anticipated that there might be a 'London effect' driven by the capital's unique demography, this hypothesis was not supported by further analysis 2 . We thus report models for individuals living throughout England and Wales.
The models were built up sequentially using tests of model deviance to check the explanatory contribution of each variable. Several additional procedures were then used to ensure that the results are as robust as possible. To help account for selective non-response we included measures of health, employment status, access to cars and dwelling type in the models. Previous research has shown these variables to strongly correlate with non-response (Lynn et al., 2012 ) and controlling for them should thus reduce bias. We also reran the models for all UKHLS respondents (Appendix Table A1 ) and compared the results with those obtained from identical models run on the analytic sample (Table 3) . Fortunately the results are almost identical. Last, although UKHLS includes non-response weights and indicators to account for survey design (McFall, 2013) , how to use this information in multilevel logistic regression is not well understood. We therefore reran our analyses as weighted single-level models (Appendix Tables A2). Comparing these estimates with their multilevel equivalents (Table 3) and unweighted single-level models (not presented) provided no evidence for any systematic design or non-response effects on the main findings. We therefore conclude, insofar as is possible, that our findings are not biased by selective non-responsive.
Analysis
Base models
We began by fitting a null model containing an overall intercept (β0 in Table 3 ) and a random effect term (U0j in Table 3) to capture neighbourhood-level deviation from the population average probability of desiring to move. Including U0j allows the calculation of the Variance Partition Coefficient (VPC) estimating the proportion of residual variability in moving desires located at the neighbourhood level (Snijders and Bosker, 2012 ). The null VPC shows that about 7.3% of the total variance in moving desires is located at the neighbourhood level. This could be due to differences in population composition or the effects of neighbourhood characteristics. *** Table 3 about here *** Model 1 in Table 3 adds personal attributes to the null model, almost halving the VPC. This indicates that differences in population composition are a very important reason why moving desires vary across neighbourhoods. Model 1 shows that age has a negative relationship with desiring to move. Singles and cohabitants are more likely to desire to move than married individuals. People with school-level qualifications are the most likely to desire to move and neither employment nor incomes have a significant link with moving preferences. The costs and stress of residential mobility probably explain why having relocated in the last year is associated with a lower propensity to desire to move (Coulter, 2013) . Importantly, moving preferences vary by ethnic background. Individuals of mixed, black or other backgrounds are significantly more likely to desire to move than White Britons, while the inverse is true for Asians 3 . However Model 1 cannot yet tell us whether this is because different ethnic groups tend to live in different types of neighbourhood.
Model 2 adds dwelling attributes and shows that private renters are more likely to desire to move than owner-occupiers. A shortage of dwelling space and living in flats, especially with children, is associated with desiring to move. These effects and many of the effects of the personal controls remain fairly stable across the subsequent models.
Model 3 controls for neighbourhood deprivation as well as the proportion of ethnic minorities and renters in the neighbourhood. Cross-level interaction effects examine whether the effects of these neighbourhood characteristics vary with individual attributes. Adding neighbourhood characteristics reduces the VPC to 3.0%, indicating that only a little of the residual variation in moving desires across neighbourhoods relates to their socio-economic composition, ethnic diversity and tenure mix. Variation in the population composition of neighbourhoods seems to be a more important reason why residential mobility preferences vary across space.
Model 3 shows that living in deprived neighbourhoods is associated with desiring to move. As income rises the positive effects of neighbourhood deprivation increase, indicating that better off individuals are particularly likely to want to leave deprived areas. Interestingly, neighbourhood tenure mix has no significant relationship with desiring to move. While renters are more likely to want to move than homeowners it seems that high levels of renting in an area do not greatly influence moving preferences, even amongst homeowners whose housing wealth is affected by neighbourhood conditions. This may be because the British rental sector is very diverse and thus the impacts of high levels of renting could vary with neighbourhood desirability, rental costs and the relative mix of social and private rental units. Unfortunately it is difficult to examine this without survey responses from many individuals per neighbourhood and richer spatial data than is collected by the census.
Looking at the main effects of ethnicity we see that Asians are significantly less likely than White Britons to want to move, while the inverse is true for those of 'other' ethnicities. As ethnicity is interacted with the percentage of minorities in the neighbourhood these results refer to individuals living in homogenous White British neighbourhoods. By contrast, the 'percent minorities' effect indicates that White Britons are increasingly likely to want to move as the proportion of minorities in the neighbourhood rises. The interaction terms suggest that this positive association is attenuated for most ethnic minority groups. On the one hand these results show that residential mobility preferences vary across ethnic groups and between individuals of the same ethnicity who live in neighbourhoods with differing proportions of ethnic minorities. On the other, the magnitude of these ethnic differences is surprisingly small.
Hypothesis 1: Neighbourhood change
Model 4 tests H1 by introducing variables measuring the percentage point change in ethnic minorities and renters between 2001 and 2011. Adding these variables seems to weaken the association between neighbourhood ethnic composition and moving desires 4 . In support of H1 we find that people living in neighbourhoods with an increasing proportion of ethnic minorities or renters are more likely to want to move. This suggests that neighbourhood dynamism may matter for residential mobility decisions. The first panel of Table 4 quantifies these effects by showing the predicted probability of desiring to move in three hypothetical neighbourhoods holding all covariates at their sample means. Column three shows the predicted probability in neighbourhoods undergoing mean ethnic (row one) or mean tenure (row two) change between 2001 and 2011, while columns two and four give predictions for neighbourhoods experiencing levels of change one standard deviation below and above the mean respectively 5 . The first row shows that a one standard deviation increase in the proportion of minorities is associated with a 3% rise in the probability of desiring to move. The second row shows that a similar but slightly weaker pattern holds for increasing renting. *** Table 4 about here ***
Hypothesis 2: Individual attributes and neighbourhood change
Model 5 tests H2 by interacting individual ethnicity (tenure) with neighbourhood ethnic (tenure) change. When these interactions are added the proportion of ethnic minorities and renters are significantly and negatively associated with moving desires. The main effects of ethnicity remain strongly negative for Asians in Model 5, indicating that Asians have a particularly low propensity to want to move. In support of H2a the ethnic change parameter (which now refers to White Britons) shows that White Britons are more likely to want to move from neighbourhoods as the proportion of minorities increases. Most of the ethnic interaction effects are insignificant but they do suggest that the positive effects of ethnic change are slightly more muted for minorities, most notably Asians.
These patterns are more clearly visible from the second panel of Table 4 . The probability that White Britons want to move is 8% higher in neighbourhoods with a one standard deviation above the mean increase in minorities as compared with neighbourhoods one standard deviation below the mean. By contrast, the predicted probability that ethnic minorities want to move increases by only 2-4% moving from left to right across the neighbourhood profiles 6 . Overall these results are broadly consistent with the idea that people like to 'fit in' with their neighbours. However the size of this effect is rather small and cross-level interactions between individual ethnicity and neighbourhood ethnic change seem to be a fairly minor explanation of mobility preferences. Table 3 and the third panel of Table 4 provide weaker support for H2b. The main effects of tenure indicate that private renters are significantly more likely than owner-occupiers to want to move in homeownership dominated neighbourhoods. Table 4 shows that the predicted probability of wanting to move is 6% higher for private renters as compared with owner-occupiers in neighbourhoods with a one standard deviation below the mean increase in renters between 2001 and 2011. The main effect of tenure change shows that an increasing proportion of renters is associated with a rising probability that owner-occupiers want to move. Table 4 shows that owner-occupiers are 2% more likely to want to move when there is a standard deviation rise in the increase in the proportion of renters in the neighbourhood. However, the weak and insignificant interaction effects in Model 5 suggest that there is not a great deal of difference in how owners and renters respond to tenure change. This is borne out by Table 4 and indeed across all the models we find little evidence to suggest that owner-occupiers are especially prone to want to leave more mixed tenure neighbourhoods.
Model 5 in
Hypothesis 3: Belonging and similarity
Model 6 introduces dummies for belonging to the neighbourhood and feeling similar to neighbours. Adding these variables renders ethnicity insignificant, hinting that ethnic differences in perceived belonging and similarity may be a reason for ethnic variation in moving preferences across neighbourhoods. The VPC also falls to an insignificant 2.0% in Model 6.
Model 6 supports H3 as belonging to the neighbourhood and feeling similar to one's neighbours greatly reduces the likelihood of desiring to move. Table 4 shows that people have a 20% lower probability of wanting to move if they feel they belong to their neighbourhood than if they feel they do not belong. Slightly smaller but still highly significant differences are evident for feeling similar to neighbours. This shows that place attachment expressed through feelings of belonging and a perception of 'fitting in' with one's neighbours are powerful correlates of not wanting to move. The magnitude of these effects suggests that whether neighbourhoods are perceived to support residents' identities and sense of community and commonality may constitute a more important 'neighbourhood effect' on residential mobility than local population change.
Importantly, higher levels of ethnic and tenure change still significantly predict wanting to move in Model 6. There are two ways to interpret this evidence. On the one hand it could reflect the selection of more mobile people into more dynamic neighbourhoods. However as we control for a wide range of personal attributes, including duration of residence, it seems plausible that there are also contextual effects of neighbourhood change. Although we control for neighbourhood socioeconomic status an increasing concentration of minorities or renters could be correlated with unmeasured changes in neighbourhoods such as greater population churn, an increasingly youthful age profile, a shift towards non-family households or a deteriorating built environment. Further research is required to unpack exactly why moving preferences are associated with ethnic and tenure change.
Conclusions
Debates about ethnic segregation and neighbourhood polarisation rest on seldom tested assumptions about how individual attributes, neighbourhood characteristics and neighbourhood change affect perceptions of residential stress and mobility decision-making (Finney and Simpson, 2009 ). Much of our knowledge derives from studies examining actual moving behaviour (Crowder et al., 2012) or stated neighbourhood preferences (Clark, 2002) . However, many people who want to move do not go on to do so while others may prefer particular types of neighbourhood but not be thinking about moving. This means that linking evidence on stated residential preferences to studies of neighbourhood transitions requires examining how mobility preferences vary across different types of neighbourhoods. In consequence, this paper has examined how individual attributes and the changing characteristics of neighbourhoods are associated with desiring to move.
Four key conclusions can be drawn from the results. First, a small proportion of the observed variation in moving desires across neighbourhoods can be explained by differences in deprivation, tenure mix and ethnic composition. However in keeping with much of the work on neighbourhood effects, the role of these contextual factors is dwarfed by the importance of personal attributes (van Ham and Manley, 2012) . The selective sorting of people into neighbourhoods seems to be the single most important reason for spatial variation in moving desires. Neighbourhood attributes matter for residential mobility preferences; but individual, household and dwelling factors seem to matter far more.
Our second insight is highlighting the complex associations between neighbourhood characteristics and moving desires. On the one hand we find evidence for preferences consistent with socio-economic sorting. People living in more deprived areas are significantly more likely to want to move and this effect is more pronounced amongst higher earners. On the other hand there is little suggestion that people want to leave neighbourhoods with a high proportion of renters, regardless of their own tenure. In fact we find a consistent negative association between high levels of renting and desiring to move. This suggests that some neighbourhoods with lots of renters may have other attractive features such as desirable city centre locations. Unpacking how and why the effects of tenure composition vary across space is an important goal for future research.
The associations between ethnic mix and moving desires are relatively weak and highly complex. We find that Asians have a particularly low propensity to report wanting to move while most other minority groups do not differ that much from White Britons once personal, dwelling and neighbourhood factors are taken into account. Qualitative research is required to understand why the moving preferences of Asians differ so markedly from those of other groups. Overall however ethnicity is a much less relevant factor for moving preferences than is typically assumed by the popular media. After controlling for deprivation and neighbourhood change we find little evidence that White Britons are especially prone to want to leave neighbourhoods with many ethnic minorities. Although these results potentially indicate that White Britons who have a particular aversion to (preference for) living with minorities sort into less (more) ethnic neighbourhoods, this is unlikely to be the full story as residential mobility is a fairly rare event which Kaufmann and Harris (2013) suggest is only weakly configured by attitudes. It seems more likely that diverse neighbourhoods are attractive to some White Britons for other reasons such as lifestyle or accessibility.
Third, the results show that people are slightly more likely to want to move from neighbourhoods experiencing an increasing concentration of minorities or a shift towards renting. We find only partial support for the idea that people may be particularly likely to want to move when they differ from incomers. Homeowners and renters do not respond very differently to an increase in renting within the neighbourhood, which exerts a small positive effect on the moving preferences of all tenure groups. By contrast, the probability that White Britons want to move in response to an increasing concentration of minorities increases marginally faster than the probability that their ethnic minority neighbours want to move. This provides some support for the idea that people slightly prefer living with those of a similar background. The magnitude of these effects is nonetheless dwarfed by the impacts of personal and dwelling characteristics.
The lack of dramatic interactions between individual attributes and neighbourhood change suggests that moving desires are generally more common in dynamic neighbourhoods. There are several reasons why this may be the case. First, it may be that most people see an increasing concentration of minorities and renters as undesirable because these groups tend to be younger, less affluent and more likely to be living in non-family households. Parallel debates about the 'studentification' of British cities highlight how long-term residents often perceive these types of incomers to herald a deterioration of the built environment, change in local services and declining community spirit (Sage et al., 2012) . Alternatively it is possible that the high rates of population turnover associated with compositional change directly and negatively impact the social fabric of neighbourhoods. Finally and despite the inclusion of a wide range of control variables, it is possible that the results are afflicted by selection effects. However although selection is a perennial problem for neighbourhoods research, if people seek out places where they match their neighbours then we would expect our analyses to under rather than overestimate the importance of neighbourhood variables (van Ham and Feijten, 2008) . As UKHLS matures it should become possible to disentangle these potential explanations in more depth.
Our final contribution is to demonstrate that feeling that one belongs to the neighbourhood or is similar to one's neighbours has a close association with preferring to stay. Although causality may run in both directions, subjective variables measuring how neighbourhoods matter for people's sense of community and personal and collective identities are often neglected in theories and analysis of moving decisions. Importantly, including belonging and similarity in our models removes many of the effects of ethnicity. This could imply that different ethnic groups have different feelings of belonging or attach different levels of importance to being similar to their neighbours. Using longitudinal data to analyse how personal, neighbourhood and perceptual factors interact to condition moving desires and subsequent moving behaviour thus remains an important goal for future research. produced more effective and parsimonious models than a dummy for 'any children' or a categorical indicator identifying children of different ages. b Expressed in January 2009 £ and equivalised to take into account household needs using the Modified OECD scale. c The N for these variables is lower than the column total for the all respondents column. -0.000 0.000*** -0.001 0.000*** -0.000 0.000*** -0.000 0.000*** -0.000 0.000*** -0.001 0.000*** Female ( 
